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; “  EXECUTIVE ‘SUMMARY L.
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» THE DESIGN FOR THE SECOND YEAR OF THE STUDY OF.ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION
s

s

.

BACKGROUND s

7
During the 1981/82 school year, Montgomery County Public Schools' (MCPS)
Department of Educational Accountability (DEA) conducted a pilot study
entitled "A Study of Elementary Reading Comprehension and Related Instruction
ih MCPS.". During the first year, the study became known informally as “The
Reading Study” -and will be referred to as such throughout this document. The
impetus for this stydy came from tWo major thrusts:
o Montgoméry Céunty, like many school systems around the nation, 1is
reegphasizing instruction  in the basic skills and reexamining
instructional practices to éee_whether they meet current standards of

— excellence.

o} A new curriculum for teaching-*reading/language arts is currently
being developed by MCPS' Department.of Academic Skjlls and 1is being
implemented in schools under the direction of area offices. It is
important to examine this new program in the context of the full
range of ohgoing practices in reading instruction presently being
delivered to MCPS students. _—

. ' ¢
During the first year, the Reading Study explored ways to acc®mplish the
following: ) .

v

o Describe ‘reading comprehension,instruction in the elementary schools
and 1identify school factors which - relate 'to effectiye reading
comg:ehension instruction and improved student performance

Y

(The Instructional Prograp in Reading and Language Arts--IPR/LA) .
iy

This report will summarize what has been learned so far by (1) briefly
reviewing what was learned about reading instruction in M{PS from the first
year study, (2) highlighting those findings ~in light of the new
reading/language arts curriculum, and 3) presenting a design for the second
year of the régéing study~r C

1. Originally the study proposed to examine also the effect of ‘factors such
as principal® leadership and school climate on reading ipstruction and its
effectiveness, First year activities suggested, however, that this was an
Qv?rly 'broad and ambitious plan. We have,. therefore, focused the study on
reading instruction and program Iimplementation and will examine factors
related to overall school effectiveness in a separate study.

o Examine the implemenEation of the new reading/language arts program'

.~

.
. .
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HISTORY AND AN OVERVIEW OF IPR/LA

During the 1976-77 school year, the Montgomery County Public Schoels (MCPS)
began the development of a K-8 instructional program for teaching the English
language arts (IPR/LA). Development emerged out of a systemwide commitment to
develop comprehensive instructional systems in four ma jor sub ject
areas--mathematics, scied®, social studies, and the language arts--and to
strengthen the teaching of basic skills. Goals of the IPR/LA development
effort were to improve reading/listening comprehension instruction, to improve
composition imnstruction, and to improve program consistency across grades,

schools, and areas. IPR/LA was also intended to integrate the separate
curricula for listening, speakipng, reading, and writing into one cohesive
reading/language arts system. Its development was supported in part by a

Title IV-C Grant from the Maryland State Department of Education.- .

The Program of Studies in English Lamguage Arts K-8 is composed of two
documents:~ Part I-Reading and Listening and Part II-Speaking and Writing.
gach of these will be supported by Instructional Guides containing activities
in six ‘types of discourse: narration, exposition and persuasion, procedure,

drama, and lyric.

THE NEED FOR EVALUATION

IPR/LA was first introduced on a pilot basis to 19 schools during the 1977/78
school year. At that time, information from questionnaires, informal
feedback, “and outside experts were collected to aid in the design and
development tasks. Information.designed to systematically judge the degree to
which\schools were actually using IPR/LA, and, onde 1in use, 1its impact on
readi instruction and student achievement was not gathered.

In January. of 1980, the director of what was then ‘the Department of
Instructional Planning and Development made a formal request of DEA to design
a program evaluation of IPR/LA, ,epphasizing the need to focus specific
attention on program implementation. During ‘ the 1980/81 school year, DEA
began designing a preliminary study design of IPR/LA. This report summarizes
the findings of that study, and presents a design for future evaluation

activities. -

., <

2. Description of 1Instructional System Development in Reéding/Language Arts,
K-8, dated 12/16/77.

~

3. Memorandum from Gabriel ~A. Massaro, director of the Department of
Instructional Planning and Development, to Steven Frankel, director of the
Department of Educational Accountability, dated 1/8/80, subject: Minutes of
CE-ADES Meeting, 1/4/80. .

%
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FINDINGS OF FIRST YEAR : p

A major emphasis during the £first year was on refinigg questions regarding
implementation and the factors influencing the process . Student outcomes.
were examined .only indirectly and to a limited.degree. A wvariety of issue
suggested by both MCPS staff and the literazture to influence implementation
were explored. These issues can be categoriied roughly ‘'into the following
four areas: . '

o, The adequacy end timeliness of personnel supports for
implementation, such as staff fraining and program planning

o The availability and wuseability .of curricular supports such as
materials and instructional guides

o} “The effect of the program on staff and their roles ,

0 The effect of the program on the school's reading instruction

—

In addition, some data also were gathered on the nature of reading instruction
where IPR/LA was not being implemented. These data, although far from a full
baseline assessment, are_valuable in describing the context into which IPR/LA
is being introduced and how #nstruction has taken place in its absence.

The data suggest that many questions rega%ding program implementation exist
and that it 1is important to lpok very closely at how IPR/LA is being
implemented. Specifically, the results of the first year showed:

o The area of in-service training and planning for implementation are
important for further study. Both principals experienced in the
program and ones new to it felt that more time and attention should
be devoted to this component. ' '

o} There appears to be considerable variation in both the availability
of and views about the useability of curricular supports to the
program. While some principals and teachers found the core books,
instructional guides, and tests to be valuable, others labeled them
as difficult to use or felt they were or unsuitable for their (low
achieving) students.

4

4, In reviewing the findings, it is important to keep in mind that these data
were gathered principally for study design purposes. That is, the  goal of
the first year was to refine the questions to be addressed .and the methods
to be used in addressing them. Further, because findings are based on
small, self-selected samples of respondents, they should be interpreted
with caution. The conclusions presented here are, therefore, preliminary
and .cannot be considered as formal answers to any of the questions
examided. o ’

S. Of special note here are the studies by Rand and the University of Texas
Research and Development Center which point out the importance of staff

involvement at all stages of introduction of 4 new program ang the critical
nature of the supports provided during the early stages of implementation.

\




o} Teache?s and media specialists both reported changes in their roles,
emphasizing that IPR/LA -had increased the demands on theix time and
required them to assume added functions. To many respondents these
changes were perceived as “"added burdens.” Sbme of these added

. burdens may be “start up” problems; - some may represent a long-term
’ change in demands. )

o, -‘Many principals and teachers reported that IPR/LA hadr in fact
changed their reading instruction in a variety of ways (i.e.,
instructional practices, emphases, materials, and evaluation).
Generally, the changes were consistent with the goals of the program
involving, for example, more emphasis on comprehension skills and the
use of a wider wvariety of materials. Others, however, reported
little change in their reading instruction. Some indicated that they
were not using IPR/LA because it was too time consuming. In other
schools, they felt 1it, was 1inappropriate for their low achieving
students.

0 Rea&ing instruction is currently characterized by a reliance on t:ht;\k
basal reader programs. Since basal readers in and of themselves are
;/’/j not adequate for implementation, these findings suggest it may be
difficult to convince some teachers to fully implement IPR/LA.
>~ Principals and staff may be very reluctant to give up reading
programs with which they are satisfied and invest the time and energy
required for the implementation of a new program. -

P

REVISED DESIGN FOR THE SECOND YEAR OF THE READING STUDY

.

Based on the knowledge gained from the first ‘year and previous research on

factors affecting implementation (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; Hall and

George, undated), the design for the second year study of reading has been

developed. The study will address the following major issues: R

1. To what extent is the IPR/LA ‘program curréntly being implemented in
MCPS elementary schools?

2. What is the effect of IPR/LA on students' reading achievement’ and
attitudes toward reading? .

3. What are the characteristics of reading instruction and its effects
on learning where IPR/LA_is not fully inplemented?

In examining these issues, the study will also: .

1. Evaluate the effectiveness‘of implementation processes.

2. Evaluate the relationship between degree, or level of implementation
and student outcomes, and

3+ Examine the extent to which the program has been implemented for all
students, low and high achieving, regular and special education, and
whether when implemented, it meets the needs of all -students.

-




PR?GRAM IMPLEMENTATION °

The examination of implem;ntation will addreég the extent to which IPR/LA is
being fmplemented, how that implementation is being supported, and what impact
implementation of IPR/LA has on instruction and related education practices.
Specifically, it will examine the extent to which

o The ma&agerial and personnel supports believed necessary for
N effective implementation have been provided in an adequate and
f timely’manner )

¢ . The appropriate curricular/support materials have been
. provided, and in such a way as to make them useable to the schools

’_ o -IPR/LA, as implemented, has affected the role of staff, reading

- instruction, and related instructional practices and, in a related
way, what the characteristics are of reading instruction where IPR/LA
has not been fully implemented

PROGRAM IMPACT

The bottom line in introducing a new reading program such as IPR/LA 1is to
improve students' reading performance and related skills. As stated earlier
IPR/LA is expected to improve not only performance as measured by tests of
reading skills but also attitudes and behavior: : ,

The final questions to be addressed are therefore

o The extent to which IPR/LA has had an impact on students reading
performance, attitudes, and behaviors

o Whether differences in program implementation are related to differ-
ences in outcomes? And'what the effects are on reading performance,
attitudes, and behaviors where IPR/LA is not being implemented

METHODOLOGY

The study will be conducted in a sample of° 20 MCPS elementary schools,
stratified on the basis of achievement 1level (using third grade test
performance on the total CAT reading subtest) and length of time (years) the
- school has been expdsed to IPR/LA. An attempt will also be made to balance
selection of schools across the three administrative areas. .
‘Data collection will involve school and area staff interviews and surveys,
record reviews, classroom observations, parent surveys, and student testing.
During the 1982-83 year, emphasis will be placed on describing imstruction in
Grades 1 and 4., In subsequent years the focus will shift to Grades 2 and 5,
and then to .Grades 3 and 6. Every attempt will be made to maximize the infor-
mation acquired, while at the same‘time minimizing the burden on schools and

¢
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EXPECTED OUTCOMES .

~ . -
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The study will provide much needed information in several areas. The data on
- the implementation status of IPR/LA can be used td assist in modifying program
design or enhancing, the supports and incentives provided to schools for
program adoption. Because i is examining the implementation process, the
study will develop instruments and procedures that can be used to monitor
implementation in the future. The study will also produce important general
information on. the, whole area of program implementation which will be of use
in developing implementation plans for other curricular areas. Finally, the
study will produce information on the status of reading instruction and the
effectiveness of IPR/LA where implemented in improving reading skills.

A
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"A.  BACKGROUND ‘ : - oo

CHAPTER 1 -

.THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING  INSTRUCTION

- ' . ;

\ - . !
During the 1981/82 “school ye;r, Montgomery ‘County  Public Schools' (MCPS)
Department of Educational Acqountability (DEA) conducted a pilot study
entitled "A Study of Elementary Reading Comprehension and Related Instruction
in MCPS." During the first year, the study became known informally as #The
Reading Stﬁd?“: and will be referred to as such throughout this document. The
impetus for this study came from two major thrusts:

J

o fﬁbntgdmery Céunty, like many schoo} systems arounﬁ the nation, 1is
~ reemphasizing instruction in the basic skills, and reexamining

instructional practices to see whe they meet current standards of
excellence. . F 4 ‘ ! .
.0 A new curriculum for teaching reading/language. arts is éurrently

‘being developed by MCPS' Department of Academic Skills (pAS) amd 1is

being implemented in schoals under the direction of area of fices. It
. is important to examine this new curriculum in the context of the
full - range of ongoing practices in reading instruction presently
being delivered to MCPS students.

During the first year, the Reading Study explored ways to accomplish the
following: - -

o Desqgribe reading comprehension instruction in the elementary schools
and identify . school factors which relate to effectiye reading
- comprehension instruction and improved student performance ’

o} Examine the implemenqgtion\\of the new reading/language arts program
(The Instructional Program in Reading and Language Arts-;IPR/LA)

_“ This report will summarize what has been learned sq far by (1) briefly

reviewing what was learned about reading imstruction in MCPS from the first
year study, (2) highlighting those findings in light of the new
reading/language art curriculum, and 3) presenting a design for the second
year of the reading study.

J R

1. Originally the study proposed to examine also the effect - of factors such
as principal leadership and school climate on reading instruct on/dnd its
effectiveness., First year activities suggested, however, that this was an
overly broad and ambitious plan. We have, therefore, focused the study on
reading instruction and program implementation and ‘will examine factors
related to overall school effectiveness in a separate study.

J
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B. HISTORY AND AN OVERVIEW OF IPR/LA ’ —

t ) ~ S

1.  History .
’ ’

began the development of a K-8 instructional program for teaching the English
; languag{ arts (IPR/LA). Development emergéd out of a systemwide commitment to
develop; comprehensive: instructignal systems in four major subject
' areas--mathematits, "science, social studies, and <the language arts-~and to
strengthen the teaching of basic skills. Goals of the IPR/LA development
effort were to improve reading/listening comptehension instruction, to improve
composition instruction, and to improve program consistency across ' grades,

schools, and areas.® IPR/LA was _also intended to integrate tha,separate
gurricula for listening, spéaki?g, 'reading, - and writing into one cohesive
reading/language arts system. Its development was @upported in part hy\a

Title IV-C Grant from the Marylghd State Department of Education.
) The Program of Studiés in,/Engiish Languagé/’Arts K-8 1is composed of two
‘ documents: Part I-Reading' and Listening and Part II-Speaking and Writing.
Each of these will be supported by Instructional Guides ontaining activities
in six types of diséourse: narration, exposition and “persuasion, procedure,
drama, and lyric. (Appendix A pgesents definitions of -these six " terms.)

relative to other forms of discourse. The narration portion of the Reading
and istening area was developed first because of the greater availability of
materials and staff familiarity w1th that kind of instruction.

The new Brogram was to be developed over a period of five years, beginning in
1977/78s The Reading and Listening component of IPR/LA has been developed

. and piloted. During the 1977/78 school year, the narration pqrtion of the
Reading and Listeding part of IPR/LA was piloted in fifteen elementary
$c¢hools, two junior high- schools, one special school, and one parochial
school. This part of IPR/LA has gradually been expanded to more elementary

. and middle/junior high schools. During the 1982/83 school year, all except
five elementary schools .will be wusing the narration portion. In additionm,

" during the 1982-83 school year, " the exposition portion will be introduced to
some schools. Since the second part of tHeé program, the Speaking and Writing

. part, has not yet been approved or implemented, this document will make no
attempt to describe 1it. A description of the first part of the program

h follows. , -

A ed '
v .
. . , (
* .

{ 2. Desciiption of Instructional System Development in Reading/Language Arts,
K~-8;)dated 12/16/77. : X .

: v / : ’f\, ,

-

. ., .
During the 1976-~77 school year, the Montgomery. County Public Schools (MCPS)

Program developers thought that, heretofore, narration has been overemphasized’

Ly




‘ 2. Overview of IPR/LA

.

According to the Program of Studies: English Language Arts K-8, the Reading
and Listening Program is: .

A

%, ' ...based on sets of Iinstructional and performance objectives for each
grade level. Within each grade level.set, the objectives are organized in
major categories that represent important areas of instruction. The major
gategories are Prereading (K-1), Phonics~Decoding/Strudtural Analysis/
Sight Vocabulary (1-8), Language Experience (K-2), and Comprehension

. (K-8). Not all categories occur at each grade level. , Grade 5, for
T example, includes only two categories: Structural Analysis and .
Comprehension. ‘ . )

. - .- .
~ The objectives are organized in a developmental sequence. Each grade .
level set reflects language and cognitive competencies appropriate for
instructional emphasis at that grade level. The o&bjectives become
progressively more complex by grade level so that students are constantly
building on and extending ."previously acquired competencies. The
developmental organization also permits students to move at their own
rates through the K-8 program. The objectives are degsigned to mee the
needs of students across a wide spectrum of abilities. .
The 1982 Program of Studies lists twelve specific outcomes for st;udents.5
(See Exhibit 1) A major change from earlier Programs of Studies (Exhibits 2
) and 3) 1is the combination of Reading and Language Arts objectives, reflecting
. the integrated approach to imstruction and the shift-in emphasis from decoding
to comprehension. The 1982 - outcomes, panticularly in comprehension, also
differ in wording, specificity, and emphasis.

To achieve these objectives, IPR/LA includes changes in materials, the manner
in which instruction is provided, and the measures for assessing student .
outcomes used by K-8 teachers Exhibit 4 presents a list of features IPR/LA . .
program developers " feel should characterize reading/language  arts
instruction. . Both the objectives and the characteristics of language
instruction contained in the Program of Studies are Board-mandated and
therefore officially prescribed throughout MCPS. How the new curriculum is
. implemented and what supports are used is not prescribed. IPR/LA, as a total
’ program, includes a variety of support materials and recommendations for

' instructional strategies and approaches. ' N :

»

. Description, op. cit. ' .
. Program of Studies, English Language Arts K-8, Part 1l: Reading and
Listening. Rockville, Md. Montgomery County Public Schools, 1982, p.3.

5. Ibid, p.2. } R
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‘ EXHIBIT 1 i

4

Qutcomes for English Language Arts K-8 Part I Reading and Listening.

1. Feel confident in their ability to make sense of discourse .
2. Persist in trying to make sense of‘unfamil;ar discourse
3. Use relevaﬂt background knowle&ge and experience to construct meaning
4, Use appropriate stnatégies for constructing meaning ) >
5. Integrate information féom ﬁarious sources ;hen constructing meaning
6. "Increase time spen; thinking about and diéﬁussing dié;ourse
1 7. Increase understan?iﬂ% of different types and forms of discourse
4 8. Express understanding in a variety of prodﬁctive activities
9. Pro{27e discourfe a;propria;e go a variety of purposes '
10. 1Increase interest ‘ and parg{ciﬁation in communicating through
reading, writing, §peaking, and listening \ ‘
11. Increase'tim; spent réa&ing and writing d
12. Ingrease amount -of discourse read and written
-\ . E
09%4g . .
h ’ ' >

- 4
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ZXRIBIT 2 N
*Qutcomes of Reading Program

General Objectives h

1. Evaluate 2essages that coze to thea through prin:éd syzbols .

2. Learn to understand the purposes, the viev point, and the biases of an |
author .

' 3. Learn to uefgh for :heas:ivos the =eaning ;f what they read
- Specific Skills of Reading Progran .
&5 1. Recognizing written words that represent common $Spoken words (sight ’
vocabulary) .
: . 2. Relating alphabetic syumbols to language sounds {n context of uérds v

}. ,Rela:ing left-to-right letter p;::erns (written w;rds) to correspon&ing -

word pattern /4 . ) ‘
) 4. Using structural- clues to word recognition ‘ . -
/ ;. Recoding words of zore than one syllable

5. Decoding abbreviations Fnd messurecent syubols

7. Using cqn:ext

8. Using g;anza:ic;} structure (syntactic clues to derive meaaing)

. ' * 5. Using typographical clues to ameaning (spacing, c:piéil letcers, -
+ punctuation, type variations) ~
U, 10.  Reading orally to coavey a;aninh - ' 4
., 1l. Associating words with objects or ideas they represent

12, chaiing and/or recalling specifi¢ information

3. Translating a communication into a difﬁeren: form, different Llanguage,’
or different level of abstraction

. 14, Interpreting msjor ideas and relationships between ideas ’
. ’ 15. Making predictions from data N .

6. Applying previously learned skills or generalizations to new situations .
and probleas '

17.- Analyzing orgzanizational patterns of a communication (picture, ’

H paragraph, chapter, book, story, poem, report, or article) i ‘

18. Synthesizing {iato , a new form of expression ideas selected from ..
communications

b
19.\gvaluating communications .

/; ran of Studies, eading X-8, Rockville, Md.: Montgomery County Public

Schools, Sbring, 1979, pp. 1,2.
59443
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EXHIBIT 3

" *Qutcomes of English Language Arts Program

.

\ [
Students should: . ' . ’

1. Become aware of the value;?\\skills, attitudes, wunderstandings, and
appreciations necegsary to living effectively in a democratic society

2. Think clearly

v -
\ [N

3. Develop competence in the, skills of oral and written communication T

4, Exercise personal responsibility in the use of language

’

5. Read efficiently and effectively for a variety of purposes
. -~
6. Appreciate the }iterary heritage and the relation of literature to the

other arts
A Y . -
7. Develop insight in interpreting human experience \

8. Develop intreasingly mature standards of personal enjoyment and \\
aegthetic taste. ) . .

9." Understand the relationship of words to human behavior )
10. Develop power in créative ghéﬁéht and expression
11. Make appropriate use of the mass modes of communication
12, Listem purposefully and courteously
13. Develop effective habits of work and study o~ /

v e (

1l4. Develop intellectual curiosdty

*Program of Studies: English Languyage Arts K-6, Rockville, WMd: Montgomsry
County Public Schools, Spring, 1979 pp. 1,2.

.

J\
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EXHIBIT 4

.

Characteristics of Language Instruction

10.

11.

Reading and listening instruction should be integrated, whenever
possible, with instruction in writing and speaking.

Language instruction should #lso be integrated, whenever possible,
with instruction in cohtent subjects and with othef aesthetic arts.

. _Language instruction should encourage the use of relevant background

knowledge and experience in reading, writing, speaking, and -
listening; establish purposes for reading, writing, speaking and
listening; emphasizes whole discourse and the contexts in which it is
understood or produced; and develops the active role of the language
learner in constructing meaning.

Language -instruction should encoppass 'and be appropriate to a
variety- of types and forms of discourse at every grade level;
literature for children and adolescence should be used for reading
and listening instruction whenever appropriate; instruction should
encourage the use of the media cénter as a sourse of books for
independent reading. ~ ‘

Instruction ' should provide _students with a rich variety of
activities to develop the experience needed to use language
effectively. ’ ‘ /
Questioning strategies should promote thought ,and discussion in

xsmall group an whole class settings; .
“Instruction in phonics-decoding helps students integrate clues to

sound/letter relationships and word structure with semantic , and
syntactic clues in decoding unfamiliar words in context. .
Instruction should focus as often as possible on Pylated clusters of
performance objectives ;athgr than addressing jobjectives one at a
time. -

Instruction should not only teach students the basic skills of
reading, writing, speaking, and listening, but should also develop
‘students ability to use athese skills in critical thinking and study
activities. ?
Instructional grouping should be flexible and should feature both
heterogeneous and homogeneous whole-class and small-group instruction

3

whe@ appropriate.

Insttuction should provide ,Students ;ith Opportunities to
demonstrate competence in a variety -of tasks, activities, and
situations over an appropriate period of time, both “in class and as
homework. ~

" Evaluation of student ,competence shQuld attend to the full range of

student performance actoss a variety of assessment tasks, activities,
and situations; assessment for instructional purposes should include |

‘student performance in classroom activities, on homework assignments,
on informal classrogm tests,. on ‘grikerion-refetenced tests; and_on.. .

standardized -tests. : .

.
g [
s 3 «
. . -

. Progr&of Studies, op. cit., pp. 2-3. o »% .
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Many of the characteristics listed in the revised curficulum clearly would be
expected to be present without the new program. Some suggest, however, a
change in emphasis. Most importantly, the new program in reading and
listening 4is designed to emphasize whole dIscourse and to expose and
familiarize students with "varieties of discourse, their functions, and their
contént (meaning).” It also places increased’ importance on the use of .
varied materials. Since instruction should differ depending- upon ‘the
particular type of material.used, it is expected that this increase in variety
will lead to enriched ipstruction and the acquisition of a brodder range of
comprehension and related skills. Exhibit 5 shows the types of forms required
for instruction in the reading and listening program. * | : -

Use of a variety of instructional materials is one of the characteristics that

may distinguish between the basal reading programs that dominate reading .
instruction in most school systems and IPR/LA. While the new program does not
intend that teachecs will stop using basals, implementation .would cresult in
differences in how they are used. Basals would no‘longer bs the center of the
readigg prdgram, but only one of a variety of. materials- " to be wused in .
implementing the mandated curriculum. '

v .

w

3 ‘ T i < A
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e

7. Overview of the Instructional Program in Reading and Language Acts: .
A . Reading and Listening. Rockville, Md.: Montgomery County Public™Schools,
1981, p.9. T L S L ) ]
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C. THE NEED FOR EVALUATION

IPR/LA was ficrst introduced on a pilot basis to 19 schools during the 1977/78
school year. At that time, information from questionnaires, informal
feedback, and outside experts were collected to aid in the design and
development.tasks.. Information designed to systematically judge the degree to
which schools were actually using IPR/LA, and once in use, to determine its
impact on reading jnstruction and student achievement was not gathered.

The questionnaice data collected by the IPR/LA program designers from the 19
ociginal pilot schools during the first year pdIdot of IPR/LA summarize staff
opinions about materials, in-service training, and changes in teacher and
student performance o¢of_one year of pilot testing the IPR/LA reading/listening
curciculum in naccation. While the findings from the survey were useful,
no comparable .data of this magnitude have been collected in more than two
years. And, in addition, it is impoctant to point out that these first year
data were not collected for the purpose of judging the overall effectiveness
of IPR/LA since it had not been fully developed or implemented.

Some MCPS schools ace currently using IPR/LA's Criterion-Referenced Tests
(CRT's), and a 1limited amount of test data is available on how some schools
score across the six grades. However, the use of the CRT's 1is not uniform
across all schools or even accross pilot schools. Therefore, little of the
data available from the CRT's can be used (o make statements aboyt how well
IPR/LA is doing. . : -

Program developers  have recognized the need for evaluation,g' and
incceasingly the need for more systematic program evaluation has . been
acknowledged. In late 1979 the coordinator of IPR/LA had two external
consultants examine IPR/LA in order to make crecommendations about how to
evaluate IPR/LA. Each consultant agreed to the importance of evaluating the
program and each especially highlighted the need to include ‘in evaluation
issues the degree to which schools implement the program. In January of 1980,
the director of what was then the Department of Instructional Planning and
Development made a formal request of DEA to design a program evaluation of
IPR/LA, emphasfaing the need to focus specific attention on program
implementation.

-

T <
. 8. See Report on Response to 1979 Pilot School Questionnaire on IPR/LA.

9. From its very inception, IPR/LA “program designecrs planned for periodic
evaluationg of the program. In fact, - in 1its original program design,
progcam designers included. an evaluation component. However, as time

passed this _particular unit's, time and energies have been devoted to

4 ‘testing ~ issues, and( no systematic evaluation has been done to date.

(Memorandum from Ted ~Schuder, Coordinator of Instructional = System. in. .

Reading/Language Arts to IPR/LA Pilot School Principals, dated 10/11/79,
subiject: Report on Regponses to the Pilot School Questionnaire on the
IPR/LA.) .

10. Memorandum. from Gabriel A. Massaro, director of the Department of
Instructional Planning and Development to Steven Frankel, dicector of the
Department of Educational Accountability, dated 1/8/80, subject: Minutes
of CE-ADES Weeting, 1/4/80.
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During the 1980/8l schoo} yeacr, DEA began designding a preliminary study design
of IPR/LA. 1In the fall of 1981, DEA began conducting a pilot study. The next

section of this report briefly outlines the purpose behind
study, and its find;ngs.

pilot year

(




CHAPTER 11 N

FIRST YEAR RESULTS

+

A. PURPOSE OF THE FIRST YEAR STUDY

’

The purpose of the %irst year was to refine study questions and pilot test

inshkume?is and pcocedures in a limited sample of MCPS elementacy
schools. - The first year also served another important pucpose: to judge
the general feasibility of conducting the study as originally proposed., ,

Three types of formal data collection activities were conducted. These werce
staff Interviews and questionnaires and classcoom obsecvations. ~Exhibit 6
presents a summacy of how each was used and for which purposes. In addition,
meetings were held wich&ticipating principals at the end of the first year,
and~although this was not™a.formal method of data collection, it"provided
extremely useful inférmation on both the questions the study should address
and how one could best examine them. During these meetings a working- group
discussed both the strengths and weaknesses of instruments piloted during

1981~82 and their feeling about IPR/LA and its implementation, The advice .and .

comments of this group are also reflected in the discussion which follows.

%
E
®

a3

11. The «18 scHbols were: Belmont, Burtonsville, Cannon Road, Cedar Grove,
Cldoverly, Cold Spring, College Gardens, Fox Chapel,b Gacrett Park,
“Greenwood, Meadow  Hall, North Chevy Chage, Packwood, Poolesville,

_. Rosemont, Viers Mill, Wood Acres, and Woodfield.
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Inrerview/Survey
[nstruments )

Hlumvntdry‘School
Principal Interview
Guide

AY
Elementary Classroom
Teacher Reading
[nterview

Elemertary School-
Rased Reading -
Specialist Interview

[
w \
Media Speclalist
Questionnaire
. Resource Room Teachets
Questionnaire
0
O

ERIC »

Aruntoxt provided by Eric:

|2

XHIBLIr 6 -

Summary of Instfunents and Procedures for the Pilot Year Study.

.
. ey -— - .- .-

Purpose of Tnstrument

*
o gain a description of
school's reading program

To gain a description of
reading Instructional
program at classroom level

’

~

To gain a.description of

the role of other profess---

ionals in the total reading
program

To gain a description of
the role of other- profess—
ionals in the total reading
program

To gain a description of
the role of other profess—
ionals in the total reading
program

_}-..

-
.

Respondents

18 principals in pflot
schools

3 classroom teachers
randomly selected to
represent lower (grades 1-2)
middle (grades 3-4) and
upper (grades 5-6) where
possible. Total N=54.

21’ reading specialists in
pilot schdols

19 media specialists in
pllot schools

24 resourée room teachers

_In pilot schools

- - e ——— - =

N
Procedure/Schedule

té face interviews
November—-January 81-82

Face
from

9
to face Intervieus
November-February

Face
from

to face interviews
November-February

Face
from

Open—endbd questionnaire
distributed in March 82" -

Open=-ended questionnafre
distributed in March 82

-




Ioterview/Survey
lostrumeats

Principal’
Questionnaire

Teacher Questionnaire
r/

ar
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EXHIBIT 6 (CONTINUED)

Summary of Instruments and Procedures for the
L4

-

¢

Pilot Year Study.

T T

Procedure/Schedule

Purpose of instrument ‘_">__"<_Qggggggggggw_‘

6 principals whose schools
piloted IPR/LA prior to
1981 ~ 1

To galn information about
the Instructional Program in
Reading and Language Arts
(IPR/LA) .
N ' -’
97 classroqm teachers whose
schools pileted IPR/LA prior

to, 1981

To gain information "about
the Instructional Program in
Reading and Language .Arts
(IPR/LA)

-

2

Questionnairé distr%buted
in April 82 -

\

Questionnaite.dlstribﬁted
in April 82 \

-

-

a

e e e e e et o - -

st n o S——— e

Observation InStruments

3

Observational Check-
List for Target
Sgudents

~ .

Stuldent Conference
(Wo:d Accuracy Chefk
and Inventory of Read-
ing Attitudes)

¥

One target student
representing each réading
group in the €lassroom
(varied depending on
numbhér of instructional
groups). Total N=33

To gather data on the task-
attending behaviors of good
and poor readers. To gather
data on three aspects of -
reading instruction -

1) working with teacher
versus working independently
2) the nature of the reading .
task 3) the materials used

for 1n{;:jction »
To gath data on the appro-

priateness of the material
for good and poor readers
(to assess level of diffi-
culty)

One target student repre-
senting each reading group
in the classroom (varied N
depending on number of
instructional groups
(Total N=33) ~

- . . ~

To gather data on reading

v

actitudes of good and poor, . . -
readers. . !
4
) ’ +
] -
y _ ) .
v ! * . .
. ,‘ - ) y

Each target student was
observed for one 10 minute
period (every 30 seconds)

for three consecutive days .
during one week of class-

ﬂb‘swions .conducted
during¥the months of

March-April

Target students read to
observers from materials
used during reading instruc-
tion. Observers noted the a
number of unkpown words
encountered- during oral.
Meading of a passage of
approximately 100 running
words. Target student
answered twenty questions
dealing with reading (j{
attitudes.

26
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: 'EXMIBIT 6 (CONTINUED)
v-—\ L2 -
Summary of Instruments.and Procedures for the Pilot Year Study

1

Observation
Instruments

~Procedure/Schedule

Purpose of Instrument Respondents

Daily Rating Scale
for Field Observers

Teachers were rafed daily

at the conclusion of the

the observdtion period.

Observers reflected on class~

room experience for that day

only and on interactions among
" the teaching adults and the

target students. (Each rating

day was kept independent of

other days.)

To gather data on facets of
classroom climate, instruc-
tional program teacher pre-
sentation and teacher con-
trol of student behavior.

12 volunteer teachers in
six schools

+*

M °

12 volunteer teachers in
six schools S~

Observerg/classroom teachers
completed instrument separ-~
ately on last day of observa-
tion week. -

To éather data on classroom
practices and teaching
behaviors in -order to assess
the degree of structure/
frexibility in the class- )
room. 3

.

Teacher Log of Daily
Instryctional Activi-
ties in Reading

To gather data on teacher/ - R
observer reliability

’

Teachers completed log prior
to each observational visgit
and submitted log to observers

_at the conclusion of 'his/her
visit~

To help researchers under- 12 volunteer teachers in
stand instruction observed  six schools
during the reading periods-

To gather data on four
aspects of readInig instruc-
tion for target students -
1) the instructional objec~—
tives 2) the content covered
3) the materials used 4) the
time allocated for reading
instructional group

T | 28




L
B. FINDINGS OF FIRST YEAR ) .

In this section, we present a brief summary of the results of the first year
with regard to both the assessment of IPR/LA and reading instruction in
general. Ip reviewing the findings, it is important to keep in mind that
these data were gathered principally for study design purposes. That is, the
~ goal of the first year was to refine the questions to be .addressed and the
methods® to be used in addressing them. Further, because findings are based on
small, self-selected sampleés of respondents, they should be interpreted with

cannot’ be considered as formal answers to any of the questions examined.
e

1. The Implementation of IPR/LA °,

A major emphasis during the first year was on crefining questions regarding

implemehtation and the factors influencing the process. .Various issues
suggested by, ., both  MCPS staff and the literature to influence
implementation were explored. These 1issues’ can be categorized roughly

into the following four areas:

'd

caution. The conclusions presented here are, therefore, preliminary, and

o} The “adequacy and timeliness of managerial and personnel supports for
“ implementation, including staff training and program planning
[} The availability and useability of curricular supports, such as
materials and instructional guides
o The effect of the program on staff and their roles
o} The effect of the program on the school's reading instruction

In addition, some data also were gdthered on the nature of, reading instruction
where IPR/LA was not being implemented. These data, although far from a full
baseline assessment, are valuable in descxibing the context into which IPR/LA
is being introduced and how instruction has taken place in its absence.

Managerial and Personnel Supports - s .

The areas ,of in-service training and planning for implementation clearly
- emerged as important ones for further study. Principal interviews and
questionnaires indicated that in-secrvice training and program planning
were seen as critical precursors of program implementation. Further, they
strongly felt that more time and attention should be allocated to this

principals experienceéd with the program as well as ones new to it.

— < [P — - - e -

compopent if IPR/LA is to be effectively implemented. This was true of

o
Kl

12, Since other variables examined during the pilot year will not be included
-in the revised design, we will summarize the pilot year results for thenm

in a separate dbgyment.
13, Of special note here are the studies by Rand and the University of Texas

Research and Development Center which point out the importance of staff

involvement at all stages of introduction of a new program and the
» critical nature of the supports provided during the early stages of

"implementation, )

16 o
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Specifically, principals already in the program stated that they felt
implementation would have gone far more smoothly ,if more in-service
preparation had been  provided. Principals - not on the system clearly
agreed and even spelIed out what wmight be considered -a fairly
comprehgnsive training/planning approach for their schools, including
frequent in-s€rvice workshops, faculty meetings to problem solve and
becdme acquainted with the IPR/LA materials, and visits to schools that
are already successfully implementing the program.

The responses of teachers also rei‘hbrced he facgg that the. area of
training and planning needs to be looked at carefully. It was clear- from
their responses that support in this area varied considerably from school
to school. Two rather unhappy teachers commented that "training was
plecemeal to the disadvantage of teachérs.” Where it was more adequately
provided, the program was seen as far more favorable. Those who reported
more favorable training experiences cited the help of the reading
specialists, workshops, and joint planning sessions as being especially
useful to them in learning about the curriculum and how to implement it..
further discussion indicated that this process was complicated by the
fact that introduction of_a new curriculum involves multiple groups, both
central and area based, above the school level. For example, while staff
responsible for developmept of the program are located in the central

offits, VETSE tatior
are based at the area level.

Taken together the responses of principals and teachers support the need
to examine fucther the areas of management, training, and planning for
implementation. In addition, as the questions are generic to program
implementation in a variety of curcicular areas, such investigation will
help not only. to -understand why IPR/LA is or is not being effectively
implemented but also what needs to be done to effectively implement
programs in other curricular f?eas.

The Availability and Useability of Curricular Supports

There appears ' be considerable variation in both the availability and
useability of\curricular supports to the program. By curricular Supports,
we mean the core books and other tradebdoks intended to provide variety in
reading materials, the instructional guides, and the tests. While some
principals and teachers obviously found the materials both available and
valuable, others complained because they were either unable to acquire

true for low achieving students. This problem will be returned to in the
discussion below.) "Money" also was cited'as a generic problem. Further,
one of the principals reported turning to the PTA for funds to purchase
tradebooks and other support materials for the school since sufficient and
timely resources were not being provided by the system. One must be ‘very
cautious 1in interpreting this finding, for we do not know how prevalent
such a problem might be, whether the principal was seeking extra materials
rather than basic materials, and whether or not some special circumstances
might explain its occurrence. Program developers did note problems with
support services that may also have affecued materials availability.

d
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Other  comments in this area addressed possible .concerns with the
mdnageability and clarity of the materials. Too little is currently known
about the use of support materials to assess whether or not the criticisms
of fered are valigy or of widespread concern. It is clear , however, that
the area of curricular supports needs to be examined in the evaluation and
the extent to which.problems do or do not exist documented.

The Effect on Staff and Their Roles
B3 ~

It is expected that IPR/LA will change "the —roles &f school staff and
regular classroqm( teachers, as well as resource, media, and readzng
specialists. Interviews with teachers and specialists indicated that
IPR/LA does appear to have at least some short-term impact on the roles of
school personnel. Teachers reported that they were forced to reallocate
their use of time., More time was needed for record-keeping, for testing,
and for planning and organizing erials than had been spent previously.
In addition, some teachers also repdrted that the time needed for reading

-

_instruction and its related activities took away from time spent in other

sub jects, -such as social studies and science. “

Media specialists also reported changes in their roles. Almost all of
the media specialists surveyed felt that IPR/LA has impacted on their role

in—the —sehocel's —reading program— Thearea—in vhich the greatest impaet

was felt was in the procurement, processing, and circulation of materials
used 1in IPR/LA. Other areas mentioned as receiving increased emphasis
were the in-service training of teachers, teaching of instructional units,
and planning instruction with teachers. Several media specialists felt
these activities placed an unfair additional burden on them and that they
should not be placed in the position of implementing them, especially the
in-service training of other teachers.

\

While many of these role changes mentioned by teachers and « media
specialists, especially the increased burden in planning and categorizing,
can be considered "start-up” problems which should diminish over time,
some real changes in demands and assignments also may be found. The data
obtained during the first year do not allow us to untangle these
differential effects. At this point, we can only suggest that this is an
important area for the second year of the study.

Finally, by way of contrast, the majority of resource room teachers
indicated that IPR/LA . ‘had not changed their role in the school's reading
program. This observation’ is, however, difficult to interpret, since the

o

role” of resource teachers was not examined to any great extent., A more-

in-depth inquircy into the impaet of the program on resource teachers will
be included jn the second year of the study.

<

The Effect on Reading Instruction o Co

Instruction and. the effects on instruction of the _implementation of
IPR/LA were examined in some detail during the  pilot year. The study
looked at the effects of the program on philosophy of instruction, on the
use of materials, on the instruction provided for students of different

‘achievement levels, and on the use of the media center.

o
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The teachers were divided approximately evenly among those who indicated
that IPR/LA had changed their philosophy, plan, or' point of view for
teaching reading and those that claimed that it had little impact. Those
who did report a change taking place cited a number of areas 1in which
changes consistent with IPR/LA had occurred. These include the followingf

Basal readecs are supplemented with IPR/LA

Novels are a more integral part of the program

Various literary forms are now stressed more

Sequence of skills taught has changed

Overall emphasis on literature has increased

Stories #klate more to students' experiences

Less emphasis is placed on phonics and spelling patterus
More comprehension skills are now taught ’

.
O 0 O 000 0o

Those who felt that IPR/LA had not affected their philosophy or plan for

teaching reading either indicated that it simply reflected what they were

already doing or else they weren't actually using the program, except in a

peripheral way. While a number of explanations were offered for failing

to use the program, a theme which consistently emgfged was that changing
‘ to IPR/LA was too time consuming. ‘

“Teachers and principals both reported that they feit that IPR/LA provided
them wuseful tools for meeting the needs of average and above average
students. Most chagnges in instruction which were reported were referenced
to students of these higher achievement levels. In other words, IPR/LA
was seen as a useful encichment program for students able to .profit from
the additional challenge.” °~ However, the majority of° teachers and
principals also reported that they did not believe the program was useful
for lower achieving students or special education students, and that
instruction provided to these pupils was impacted relatively 1little. Some
of the reasons offered for this were the following:

[

o It takes too long for below grade'level students to complete a
»story with the strategies suggested by the IPR/LA materials.
The materials are too difficult.

0
o} Poor readers have problems reading novels. N
) IPR/LA 1is tog vague.
, o) Tests are too hard. B
. o© The units are too difficult. ) >
. o More structural analysis is needed.
== =~ - - “’-5sifce f€ iscledrly the intént that IPR/LA be used with all students
regardless of achievement level, these reports raise some serious
) ‘ concerns. The IPR/LA revised curriculum is mandated for fall students

including low achievers. In fact, one of the goals of the program was to
raise expectations about low-achieving students and change their
instruction. Additional information needs to be gathered to ascertain
problems with using the program for low achievers, and whether more
assistance needs to be provided to teachers and principals,in the use of
these materials with lower achiewing students.

¢ Mnother area probed was the effect of the program on the use of the media
center, especially the use of tradebooks. The media specialists were

R
~ 4 ‘
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2. Reading Instcuction in General

- iastruct surn 1 d_teac

¢

almost evenly divided on their opinions in this area, with seven reporting
an increase in the use of the media center as a result of IPR/LA and six
reporting no 1increase. It 1is-' clear, however, that this variable is
related to other aspects of implementation and cannot be understood until
more about 9vérall program implementation in a school is knownm.

A

Data collected during the pilot year also provided the opportunity to
describe the curcpgnt status of reading instruction in the sample schools
and to gain some preliminary insights into the degree to which existing
pragtices and IPR/LA appear to mgtch. Data were collected in the following
areas: goals of the reading programs, types of reading programs, grouping
practices, and record-keeping systems. The data present a mixed picture
in tecms of match between existing practices and IPR/LA. Overall,
however, they suggest that current practices 'differs in some very
important ways from the new program and that some serious ad justments will
have to be made if IPR/LA is to implemented.

Goals of Instruction
The first area explored was that of the goals or expected outcomes of

cesponses, most of which mirrored the Maryland State Reading goals and the
MCPS Program of Studies. The greatest emphasis was placed on "improving
comprehension skills.” Currently stated goals are thus congruent with
mandated IPR/LA.objectives.

Types of Reading Programs

The second area éxplored was that of reading programs currently used in
the schools. In this area considerable divergence was found between
present practice \and IPR/LA. The overwhelming majority of principals and
teachers reported that a basal reader, or combination of basal readers,
comprised the major part of the school/classroom reading program. This
was true of both schools not on IPR/LA and seme of the schools in which
the program was already being implemented. The most popular basals were
those produced by Ginn, Holt, and Houghton-Mifflin. Further, a 1little
over half the respondents indicated that the ,basal reader was used equally
in the upper and lower ‘elementary grades. Where this was not the case, it
was explained that other materials were used, such as novels and content
reading, to provide a more enriched experience. Classroom observations

condugted -during- the periodiset dside-for reading instryction suggested, |

however, that very little use of tradebooks or novels was in evidence.
The most prevalent activities involved use of workbooks or work sheets,
followed by use of basal readers.

2}
It is clear that the respondents generally seemed quite satisfied with
basal programs, citing as strengths their strcucture, the supports provided
in terms8 of guides, record~keeping procedures, tests, and the continuity

afforded when a single system 1is used throughout the school. The *

satisfaction of most of the respondents with basal reading programs
suggests that it may not be an easy task to convince staff to review &heir

_approach to basals and expend the effort to implement IPR/LA.

20
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Grouping Practices - .

Data, collected on grouping practices currently used in the schools do not
allow any ready conclusions regarding the degree to which current practice
is or is not compatible with IPR/LA. Since IPR/LA is expected to have
some Iimpact on the flexibility of grouping and group size for instruction,
a summary of what was found during the first’ year will be presented.
Currently, in the majority of cases students are heterogeneously assigned
to classrooms and then regrouped into three to four homogeneous groups for
reading instruction. While most teachers state that the composition of
these ‘groups changes during the school year, it is unclear from our data
how many students change or how frequently changes occur. Further, our
data do not allow us to state with confidence the degree to which
instruction 1is directed at these small reading groups, at the whole class,
or at individual students. While the observational data suggest that
students were working independently about half of the time and in teacher-

directed small or large groups the other half of the time, the degree to
which this is representative of current practice is not known.

Strategies for Teaching High and Low Achievers

Discussions with teachers and principals regarding differences 1in

. Instruction fo

instruction for students of different ability levels were particulacly
interesting, and, it appears that current practices are characterized by
greater distinctions 1in instructional strategies and materials than would
be encouraged by IPR/LA. The differences in instruction were described in
the following ways. Instruction for high achievers exhibits:

o} More independent activities

o} More high level questions

) More free time devoted to recreational reading
o (More difficult materials ’

o {More. creative activities

o, ¥<More content-coverage

libracy research

conceptual activities

varied materials

“Llow achievers is characterized by:

o More time spent in direct instruction by teachers ,
Mo, I

o

>

More eméh sis on' phonics.and décoding skilis
o¥ More wisua C . .
More reinfoxcement activities (follow-up and drill)

o]

o

o More tactile\experiences

o' More consumable items used

o More language ‘experience activities .

o} More time spept on reading word 1lists and reading words in
isolated sentendes ' .

o} Less time spent on reading words in the context of whole stories

(o) Less time spent il group work because of shorter atten;ion span

Examination of these descriptors suggests that zuzrent practice with
regard to high achievers gere closely matches IPR/LA than does practice
with low achievers. This reinforces the finding reported earlier that
using the program with lower achieving students posed problems for !
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principals and teachers. These preliminary findings suggest that
implementation of IPR/LA with all students may require additional
efforts.

Record-Keeping Systems

The majority of principals and teachers also reported that they currently
use some sort of system for record-keeping. This may include skills
checklists, assessment tests, and unit tests. Frequently, the systems
used are ones which accompany the 'basal reading .system used in the
school, such as the materials produced by Ginn,- Holt, and Houghton
Mifflin. In some cases schools or teachers have produced their owmn
systems, especially suited to their program. How the systems currently in
use match or differ from the ones which are being developed to support
IPR/LA is not known at this time. It is clear, however, that in most cases
teachers already appear to be using materials intended to serve the same
function as the supports to be provided by IPR/LA. Whether staff will
want or need to switch to the IPR/LA materials is not known at this time.
Time on Task

Finally, classroom obsegvations were conducted to ‘determine the
percentage of time that students were “on task™ which is defined as

attending to the task assioned by the teacher. These obsecvations were

conducted during the period specified by the teacher as "the reading
period.” Analyses revealed that almost three-fourths of the time students
were 1in fact attending to the task assigned. About half of the time these
tasks involved reading or phopiCSsactivities. The other half of the time
students were observed to be engaged in reading-related activities, such
as writing, speaking, listening, or doing tasks outside the realm of
reading language arts. When students were observed to be “off task,” for
example, not attending to lesson or participating in a group discussion,
the activity in which they were ‘most frequently observed to be engaged was
reading a basal story.

3. Effects of Programs on Reading awud Related Skills

The bilot year activities did not dinclude any :specific tryouEs of
instruments for assessing, the effects of IPh/LA on reading and reading
related skills. Only insofar as principal and tkacher interviews provided
‘f information on changes in student behaviors, use of the media center,
| etc., were any data gathered on impact: apnd,.. as~ might “be ~expéected,

- reports in this area were mixed4«= —* -
3, 88 VRIS s
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Nonetheless, during the first year, alternative approaches for assessing
impact were reviewed. These included norm~referenced standardized tests,
criterion~referenced tests 1in reading (both commercially and locally
produced), and surveys of staff, students, and parénts. It was determined
that initially it would be worthwhile to use a combination of these and to
continue to refine procedures as the study progresses. ’

4. Study Methodology and Data Collection Instruments

The first year study indicated that most of the instruments used for

.
’
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examining IPR/LA were generally apptopriate and on target.14 Some
modification inm wording of specific questions was suggested. Four major
-issues did emerge, however, which have influenced the design for the
study. These issues are discussed below. ’

The Use of Interviews vs. Questionnaires

During the first year information on reading instruction was gathered
‘ both through face-to-face interviews and written questionnaires.
Principals strongly felt that the questionnaire format did not allow

- sufficient flexibility for explaining answers or fully portraying the
reading program  at their  school.- Since reading practices vary
considerably between schools, it was not Jjudged feasible to develop an

. .adequate ‘questionnaire that could be self-administered. Wherever

possible, therefore, interviews will be used instead of questionnaires.

Classroom Observations

During the -first year, th&® plan for classgodm observation called for
daily observation, spanning a one-week period. This amount of class—

room visitation was perceived as too intense by a number of teachers and
was felt to be a burden. The revised design calls for observation done on

a periodic basis.
Agreement To: Participate ) .

During the first year, staff in sample schools were told that their
participation in the study was totally voluntary. This resulted in a lack
of response to many of the instruments used that was damaging enough in
the first year -but might totally ruin the study im subsequent years. In
order to assure that the data gathering effort will be more successful in
the coming year, we will request that participatipn of staff will be
mandatory. As long as  this does not result in a lengthened workday for
participants and DEA provides coverage for classcooms, as needed, we feel
this requirement should not be overly objectionable.

Communication -

Some confusion arose during the pilot year regarding what was expected of
S pacticipating schools and, even, in some cases, what the purpose was of
g 4 i - . Bhe o pillot effoct Ltself The pLgn for the revised study calls for greater

attention rn,rnmmnnicnr{ons between study staff and pa:ticinaiing__§9h99l§f

both during start-up and throughout the evaluation.
- ]

v

-

14, This was not, however, the case with the instruments used to assess other

areas related to overall effectiveness, such as school climate and

expectations. b ! , ~ .




CHAPTER III
REVISED DESIGN FOR THE SECOND YEAR OF THE READING STUDY

A. OVERVIEW

» v

Based on the knowledge gained from the first year and previous research on
factors affecting implementation (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; Hall and
George, undated),. the design | for ‘the second year study of reading has been
developed. The study will address the following major issues:

‘l. To what extent is the IPR/LA program currently being implemented in

MCPS elementary schools?
2. What is the effect of IPR/LA on students'’ reading achievement and

attitudes toward reading?
3. What are the characteristics of reading instruction and its effects
on learning where IPR/LA is mot fully implemented?

In examining these issues, the study also will:

1. Evaluate the effectiveness of implementation processes.
2. Evaluate the: relationship between degree or level of implementation

. and student outcomes. - -

3. Examine the extent to which the program has been implemented for all
students, low, average, and high achieving, regular and special
" ‘ education, and whether, when implemented, it meets the needs of all

students.

The study will be a longitudinal evaluation of the implementation of IPR/L&
and reading/language arts instruction in a selected sample of schools. A
variety of data collection techniques will be wused including interviews,
classroom observations, lesson logs, and student assessments in both ceading
skills and » attitudes toward reading. Every attempt will be made to maximize
.the information acquired, while at the same time mininmizing the burden on
schools‘and staff.
3

4

The products of this study will be much needed infofnation in several areas.
The data on the implementation status .0of IPR/LA can’ be used to assist in
modifying program desfign or enhancing the supports and incentives provided to
schools for program adoption. Because it 1is examining the implementation
process, the study will develop instruménts and procedures that can be used to

monitor implementation in the future. The study will also produce 1imp9rtgnt““

4

general” Informatfon om-the wholedarea Of prograw impleméntat{on, which will be

of use in _developing implementation plans for other .curcicular areas._._

Finally, the study will produce information on the status of reading
instruction and the effectiveness of IPR/LA where implemented in improving

reading-skills.

¢

Attachment 1 presents a matrix which provides in more detail the
operationalization of these research questions »and the data collection
techniques to be wused for each. The following sections of this chapter
describe both these questions and the study metho&blogy.

. .
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B. STUDY QUESTIONS

The study to be conducted over the next three years aims first at describing
program implementation and second at measuring program impact. Fucther, it’
assumes that impact can be assessed validly only if implementation 1is first

described and evaluated. That is, to measure the efgect of change, one must
first determime that change has actually taken place. Finally, the “study
 assumes that one must look not only at IPR/LA but also at the full range of ~

instructional practices in reading which may concyrrently tvexist. That 1is,
despite the fact that schools have implemented IPR/LA objectives, it is likely
that variation in instructional practices exist and that these variations also
should be described and evaluated,

1. Program Implementation

The examihation of implementation will address the extent to which IP§7EZ‘I:‘ ~
being implemented, how that implementation is being supported and what impact
implementation of IPR/LA has on instruction and related education practices.
Specifically, it will examine: -

OSD The managerial, personnel, and re'Ource supports péovided for
implementation , .

Tire effects———bf—‘IPthk‘*vn‘—instr“tticn—_aﬁa related educational

. practices

Managerial, Personnel, and Resource Supports ,

f%g'literature on program implementation clearly states that program
adoption must be carefully orchestrated. How implementation is approached
and the supports that are provided are as important in determining whether
or not change actually occurs as is the content or complexity of what it
is that is to be implemented. How implementation is managed and supported -
by different ' levels in a system also are crucial to implementation
success.

First year activities, especially discussions with .principals and .
teachers regarding the implementation of IPR/LA, also reinforced the

critical nature of the support system to the process of implementation and .
suggested that in-service training and sgaff involvement in planning were (, .
o v e . Lritical to succe sful_Pcogg;  ; implem lementg§1_3~ Jin, MGPS QEEfEﬁP“S wefemqrigitu
B : “raised concerning ~the _adequ ent_efforts in this acea both from =

schools mew to the program and those involved for more years.
‘ A

r ' . ,

15, While this may sound like an obvious statement with any other approach
clearly “putting the cart before the horse,” the history of,program
evaluation clearly documents that this is not the case. Further,
principals and teachers in MCPS have raised concerns regarding the
possibpility that the evaluation might seek to - assess impact before

sufficient time for implementation had been allowed,
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.Both the literature and first-year activities, then, suggest that the

followihg are critical factors to be examined: the ‘way in which'
\ implementation has been managed and monitored by different levels in the

, system (central qffice, area offices, and schools), the degree of N
administrative support and priority given to "im lementation, the content
and focus of in-service training, and staff involvement in planning. s

Tn examining implementation, therefore, a major question will be the
extent to which the personnel supports believed necessary for effective
implementation have been provided in an adequate and timely manner. - . .
)

In addition, the data clearly suggESted that Supports for the mandated <
cufriculum were uneven and in some cases inadequate. R/LA/’calls. for
changes in materials use, includes specially selected ‘core books," a:%

. §dds some critical new tools for assgssing ‘and recdfding stude
progress. To help explain the program to staff asd aid in lesson plans,

instructional guides have been dewveloped.

.

Ficst year activities clearly indicate that to date provisiop of support .
materials has not been totally successful' Necessary materials have not
always been provided to teachers. Why thislﬁ "so is not entirely. clear,
but the inadequacy of -funds available 7 to schools has been cited as_ at

o

’ b st one reason for this lack, Program also noted
problems with support services such as Supply and Property Management, and
Print Shop. The variations found in materials availability indicate that
it 1is important to examine the availability of materials produced to .
support the program, whether these materials * are critical ., to

iuplementation, and whether—théy are used when available. o ‘ ~
A secord eritical question in assessing implementation is, therefore, the . {
extent to which the appropriate curricular/support materials have been ——
provided and provided in such a way as to make them useable to the i
schools. - . T om
Effects on the -Instructional Prpcess ' ‘.
’ >

The basic empﬁasis of IPR/LA is to provide a more efﬁective wfﬁ of

- teaching reading to all student$. It is inteénded to impact on the way in

which reading is taught, specifically on grbping practices, gis

strategies, time spent on various réading activities, materials use, and
assessment techniques.: Fucther, it is intended not as a % supplémental
program -somehow wrappéd arodnd a’preexisting basal’ Peading prbgram but one

“ "that uses Basals as one compdnent®of -a broader approach. -1t ~Is intended
for students of all achievement levels, : special as well as regular -

education students.
* 1
. o s .
Finally, it is a program that may require some changes in the roles of
staff and the -use of resources. , Specifically, the role of the media
specialist and media center are expected to change and become bdth' more
central to and intégrated with the basic instructional proéess.

\
<First year activitieq raised many questions as to the effect of IBR/LA on
staff roles and the instructional process. While some of the
, instructional practices encougaged by IPR/szare already in place and do .
. i . ’ ’
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not require any changes,. other practi%es did.not appear to be commor} ': c
v suggesting that considerable change wild have to occur if IPR/LA is te »pe;'l"n(
fully implemented. Of special importante was, thé finding that: studemts ™ = ¥
- .sperit little time reading tradebooks and \other materials suggested ‘Sxﬂ',

+ TPR/LA as central. The most frequently dsed single materialwas. work .
books or worksheets, an unlikely tool for "reading whole discourge.™ . . . i—,
Further, variation was clearly found in theivﬁegrée to whiph_‘TPR/Lé had. _
been adopted, as Jgehe reading program in the school. . And,. sdie tprj;r'xi:‘ipaké cn
clearly, stated that they preferred to use itias a sqpplemeﬂﬁa} 1igara§hr€ .

e e ,;' program.* Finally, cpnsidergble ’_concerh:‘ vas gaised geéagg;qg “thg o .
appyopriateness of the “program. for |lower '"achievipg: - ‘'studéents, . .".;” b
. + Consistently, staff in the first year of ﬁhe study 8xpressed the feeling, ** 7. . |
- that heither c%é/:uggested strategies ‘.and .activities ndr “the. matetialsg ,‘;Lﬂ
were appropriate.for low achievers or special\educat}onastudeabg.' A

. (Yo
1 PN y ~ « - t:

)‘ . - [ , | . . ) - , ..
Aﬁditiongl‘ major questions to bé addressedlare, therefore, ‘the gxtemt.to = ',
‘which- IPR/LA, \as implemented, has-affected the role of staff, - - reading
instruction and related instructional pfacticds and, in a related way," o

what the characteristics are of reading instcugtion Qherg IPR/LA has.” = ¢ .
. not been fully implemented? N ' Cos : A ) R
. : — - : SRR s
. 7o Program I@pact, : - T , T —
. > < . R N R
T The bottom 1line in introducing a new instruction?l érograh such as IPR/LA is  + 3
to improve students' reading performange and‘rqlatei skills. As stated in the. [ ™.
Program of Studies (p. 6), IPR/LA is expected to improve not,only;pecfocrmance, ' L
as measured by tests of  reading dchievement.but alsa to -affect th& followfng . e,
areas? T emg} Lo v T T T, N s
) i . /”l l : ) R . Rt
i S ) nfidence in one's ability to understand discourse T . >
. o Pefsistence in trying to make sense of unfamiliac discourse’ ¢ G '.\ B
' ~ 0 e of relevant background knowledge aﬁf " experience to construct L
. mganing S - o AT
4 o Use of appropriate strategies for comstructing meaning o oY
o Integration of information from various ééurpes when consteucting AT
; meaning ) ) - o R
o Increase in time spept thinking about and distussing discourse ' ° o
) . .o Increase in understanding of different types aund forms of ‘discourse
, o . Ability to express understanding in a variety pf produceiveﬁpurposes . .
. R o Abglity to produce. discqurse appropriate to a-\\l'ariety of purposes o b
o Inpreased interest and _participation _in! communicating through .- "
- T T " reading, writing, speaking, and listening . T ) . "
o  Ingreased time spéﬁt in reading and writing . .
N\ 0, In¢reased amount of discourse -read and written ) .
s \‘ — * . . ’ - ‘
:T\\ . Clearly, it|is not‘possibledég address some of the above |directly; and since
ficstr ‘year| activities 'foclised on implementation rather than assesgment of :
impact, we ho not have any cledr indicators of the success with whichi they can - ©
be. measured indirectly. Nonethelgss the study will attempt .to take as bebad a
. look as ponible at program impact, including not only pegformanceson tests of

, reading skills but also,/yb,the extent possibde, the usg o readiné skills and
attftudes toward reading; and ‘it will do gso in part by comparing outcomes in-
schools in which IPR/L4 is in varying stages of implemeftatilon. .. "

“ %
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+ The | final questions to be addressed are, therefore, the extent to which
IPR/LA, as implemented, has had an impact on students' reading performance,
attitudes, and behaviors and whether differences in program implementation
are related 'to differences in outcomes? What are the effects on reading

performance, attitudes, ‘and behaviors where IPR/LA is not being implemented?

W
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students 1in the classrooms selected ‘in 1982-83 throﬁgh the remaining two
years of the study. - ’
L

Data Collection "

R o y
Based on the experiences of the pilot year and review of related studies,
a plan for data collection has been developed which incorporates a variety
of approaches and techniques. .The design matrix presented as Attachment 1
Shows how each will be used to address the evaluation questions discussed
earlier.

o
.

Program Implementation

To obtain data on program implementation, selected’ area staff
cipals, and ficrst and fourth grade teachers in the sample classcooms

be interviewed regarding both their plans for implementing IPR/LA and
actual use , of IPR/LA’ occurring qn the school and classroom levels. We
have decided to use the interview rather than the questionnaire approach
for these key infotmants because feedback from pilot year participants
indicated a strong preference for the intec¢view approach. The pilot ¥ear

activities suggested that interviews should be conducted at two points
during the school year: the f3ll and spring. The fall interview will be
the lengthier of the two, lasting approximately an hour to an hour and
one-half for principals, and 45 minutes for other staff, as it will -be
used to gather considerable data about the school's reading instruction
and its approach to implementation of IPR/LA. The spring interview,
asting no more than half an hour, will provide follow~up on selected
items. Additional data n implementation will howeGer, be obtained
through a brogder, less extensive, questionnaire to be filled out by all

‘relevant classroom teaching staff in all grades. . Separate instruments

also ~will be developed to survey resource room, media specialists, special

education Eeachers, and ceading - -specialists —-on—-thelr——cole _dn._ . T

implementation. These surveys-will be conducted at midyear.

In addition, observations of instruction in the first and fourth grades
also will be conducted to gathe¢ classroom data on what is occurring
during the reading period, what is being taught, the instructional
strategies, and the materials being used. The observations will take
place across a four week peciod at each of three time points in fall,
winter, and spring. One of the 'two sample classrooms from each grade
level will be observed, using a snap shot approach. That is, during each
observation period three visits of approximately 15 minutes' duration will
be made to each classroom during ' the reading period to obtain a quick
picture of instruction. These observations will focus on selected
students, of different ‘achievement levels, and describe certain aspects of’
the instruction they received. IN the second ¢lassroom at each grade

" level one, more in-depth, obs;:iation will be conducted during each of the’

three periods. It is anticipa that the observation will cover the
duration of ,dn éntire reading perigd and will vary igmlength accordingly.

{ | 3

17.

—-n e R \'\
\\

It is -anticipated that in study yedrs 3 and 4 this interview can also be
shortened. ., ! L ‘g
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C. -METHODOLOGY

Sampié |
Schools

The study will be conducted in a sample of 20 Mé%s elementary schools,
stratified on the basis of achievement level (using 3crd grade test
performance on the total CAT reading sabtest) and length of time (years)
the school has be@n exposed to IPR/LA An attempt also was made to
balance _selection of schools across the three administrative areas. In
addition, at least one school will be included which has a self contained:

special -education class. Five schools—in the edunty will not-enter the -
program until the.Fall, 1983. It would be inappropriate to include any of
these schools: in the “basic study, given the focus on implementation
efforts in the data to be collected. However, these schools could provide
useful baseline information on instructional practices where IPR/LA is not
being implemented Two of these schools, therefore; have been selected
for a more limited, separate- data collection effort. Princkpals and

ficst- and fourth-grade classroom teachers will be interviewed once durging |

the school year about the basic charactecristics of their instructional
practices in reading. At that time, observational data on these
classcooms will also be collected using the same procedures as those
described below for the main study. This should provide us with useful
pre-implementation data. (A tentative sample of schools is presehted in
Attachment 2). R /

&dditional schéol characteristics which #Wlll be taken into account but
not used for sampling purposes include: -

_ Size - - o ]

Udmﬁmﬁkhmdmruwﬂwﬂ*m““*'~“‘"“ —
Percentage and 'distribution of minority students' mobility

)
)

o .

) Background/experience of staff ’ ’
o .

d

Basal readihg system use; .if applicable .
Other curricula or programs present ’ . " ‘
It is important to note that sqhools'selected for study inclusion will be
followgﬁ across the remaining three years of the -study.

Classrcopms , .
. ' — ,

While all teachers in the sample schools will be included in ®some parts

of the study, a smaller sample also will be used for selected activities. )

Specifically, during the 1982-83 school year two classrooms in each of 'the ° ) -

18 schools will bé randomly selected for in-depth study from Grades 1 and

4, with data collection varying slightly between' the members of each

pair {g succeeding years, Grades 2 and ‘5 and then 4 and 6 will be

studied. This approach provides, we * feel, for enhancing the breadth .

of information gathered without overburdening individual teachers. In

this way, the study will also be able to follow the first and fourth grade

"In Year 3, second and fifth grade teachers will be, interviewed and “in -

™
Year 4, third and sixth grade teachérs will be interviewed. v

- . . 29 P
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These observations will focus on the teacher and what he/she does during
the reading period. 1In addition, teachers whose classrooms are observed
in either manner will be asked to keep activity logs during these periods
in order to better place the activity observed in ”thevﬂggnte5tjtfﬂl

“instruction. - ‘ .
. - .4

Program Impact o~

As indicated earlier, first year actkvities focused on issues related ¢fo
implementation and addressed the 1issue of impact only to a very limited
degree. Based on a review of the literature and discussions with staff we R -
feel, however, that an approach combining the use of standardized tests

(norm- and criterion~referenced) and staff, student; and parent interviews
is recommended for the next three years.

It is proposed that student reading skills be measured through a
combination of techniques designed to examine both general and specific
reading skills. First, to measure the extent to which the new objectives
in reading are being achieved, data will be collected from the criterion- ' -~
ceferenced” te d for TIPR/IA The tests ap

e wittatso-continue £o &xplore the development of & more comprehensive

administered .in ‘Grades2-6 1In September and Grades 1-6 in February.-
Second, to assess general level of student functioning, a global measure
of reading performance will' be administered early in the school year. For
fourth graders, the reading subtests of the California Achievement Tests
will be administered at the same time as third and f£ifth grade testing °
occurs in the 18 schools. For first graders, an individually administerced
ceading test, the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (three subtest%: Word .
Identification, woed Comprehension, and . Passage  Comprehension)  wds J e
recommended by DAS as the most approbriate instrument. to use, . This will k S
be administered in October.

Bias of N ’

“»

A

criterion-referenced test battery that might be used to supplement the —
tests provided by the IPR/LA program. If a satisfactOry battery .is found

or dgveloped, it might be used to totally replace the California Tests in

those grades in which the CAT is not mandatory. .

In addition, students will be surveyed regarding their attitudes toward
reading at the same time as the CRT's are administered.% This sucvey will
examine factors, such as what students like to read, how much time they
spend reading outside., of sghool, and how they feel about themselves as
readers. An instrumerit used during the pilot year is currently being
examined to determine its appropriateness for inclusion in the revised
study. ' . .

» - - -

- - - - e - - -

La
Fina%ly, teachers, specialists, and parents will be interviewed regarding
their pecceptions of program impact. These interviews will, to the extent .

-possible, address attitydes toward use, of reading resources in school and
» f

18.

Testing of first grade students in the fall is optional in IPR/LA./ First
and fourth grade classrooms in the sample will be asked to agminister
these tests, 1f they are not already being used. For other gradgg, data
will be collected where available. .

31 o ,
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outside of school, extent of independent’' reading, type of discourse
selected for reading, and attitudes toward reading. It 1is anticipated
that these measures will be administered at the end of the school year,
with the staff component being codbined with "the previously described

Tinstrument addréessing program  implementatidn. " Thése instruments will be

developed during the fall of 1982.
Data Analysis
The data wili be analyzed using bot#® quantitative and qualitative

methods. Yhe combination of approaches is important, we feel, to describe
adequately reading imstruction ‘and its effects and to present creasons why

change may or may not,be.occucxing+~4Eu£ther, because it is expected that
there will be considerable wvariation across schools in the specific

details of both implementation and instructional practices, it seems

appﬂopriate to supplement basic descriptive statistics with case study

analyses.,

. T " , P 3 ‘
The study will rely, therefore, mainly on descriptive statistics combined
with the case study approach. Frequency distributions, chi-square

" analysis, and some regression analyses will be employed to explore the

majority of data and examine where differences occur. Post-stratificatien
on degree of impiementation should be a major focus of the analysis,
although the stratifying variables wused in sampling--school achievement
level dnd length of time the school has been exposed to IPR/LA--will also

- be considered,in the analysis. g

“Ptre analysis of the effects of the program 6n ~ student ~performante on

norm- and criterion-referenced 'Eests will employ class®cal test analysis
procedures and possibly RASCH scaling techniques. The 1latter pay prove
especially useful in revealing differences in specific skill acquisition

as a function -of- program- di-fferenees.— -~ — — —m o

r

Within schools, we will be able to use the achievement data collected for
the study to post-stratify students on achievement level. The "snapshot”
classroom observation data will allow us to examine th relationship
between different {fistructional strategies and performance for different
groups of students. By following students over the three years, we should
be able to examine howxthe level of implementation is related to student
adquisition of reading skills. To the extent possible, we will also make
use of criterion-referenced test data collected systemwide to expand the
analysis of program effects on student performance.

The exact number and confent of the case studies cannot, at this time, be
fully specified. It is expected, however, that they will address issues
related to the proce%s of implementation and its impact in schools where
approaches to program adoption have differed and where student needs
and/or previous approaches to reading vary. '

23
-

Yearcly reports will be produced presénting information on study progress
and findings :-to date with a final report at the end of the three years.

/ ol /
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D. SCHEDULE OF TASKS E_’OR THE_1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR .
. - ‘Task R Dates o
1. Identify Schools and Make Initial Contacts September Through Oct.
2. Meet with Staff _ . o , October (Februacy for
' ' ! nonimplementing schools)
v 3. Test Students and Administer Attitude Survey
_ Grade (1) 2=6. criterion-ceferenced tests———-.October,AEeb:uacyﬁ. T
- - Grade 1 Woodcock RaadinrﬂasterrTest October - - ; e
. Grade 4 California Achievement Tests ~ , October — November
: ) (same time as
S ! Accountability testing)
: Attitude Survey October, May
4". Intecview Aréa Personnel . November
5. Interview Principals ()ctober, M/éy‘ '
y ’ '> . (February for non- » R
' implementing schools)
6. Interview First and Fourth Grade Teachers” November, May
-— (February for non- ¢
implementing schools) )
3
- 7. Sucrvey Other Teachers and Specialists January .- ) - -
.. 8. ,Obse:ve Classrooms oL - JIovembe:, Februa:y, May ]
9. Interview Parents May ¢
"10. First Year.Progress Report September
f ’f “ ‘ , ' t
462p/75 . .
l‘ ‘-’ - ’ - e - - - - F— -
| / ’ :
| » "
|
| ! ~




s APPENDIX 'A°
Definition of Types dJf Discourse

k4

Types of Discourse .

/
‘1. Narration. An account of an event or series of events that form a plot
' and involve characters in a setting over a period of time. Characteristic

forms include “short stosies, novels, folk tales, fables, myths, legends,
biographies, autobiographies, diaries, journals, ballads, and story poems.
2. éxgosition. A structured set of ideas and information about a topic,
" often with generalizations and supporting details. Characteristic forms.
include ceference articles, Rews articles, feature articles, textbooks,
and expository tradebooks.

3. Pecrsuasion. A set of statements expressing opinion about a topic or
product, often with supporting information intended to convince or
persuade the reader/listener. Characteristic forms include advertisement,
editorials, reviews, and critiques,

4. Procedure. A set of directions that indicate the proper sgquence of
steps 1in making or doing something. Characteristic forms include recipes,
game dicections, signs, and warnings. Also included are directions for
,tcavel, first  ,aid, information forms, science investigations, tests, and
assignments. , !

5. Drama. An event or series of events expressed through the dialogue and
movement of characters poctrayed by actors. Characteristic forms include
__plays, skits, and musicals.

-

6., Lyric. An expression of an author's feelings or perceptions about the
-~ -~  nature of- things, often using-figurative language and imagery for effect.
Characteristic forms include lyric poems and songs.




ATTACHMENT 1 °

[

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

\ -
QUESTION 1: HOW WELL IS THE IPR/LA BEINJL IMPLEMENTED?
2 ! ¢ N . ’
ISSUE ] " RESPONDENT , PROCEDURES
1. Are appropriate managerial and pers¢nnel Area supervisors of elementary i Interviews with principals and
) supports available for program implemen— ingtruction . teachers in Grades 1 and 4 in
tation? Area teacher specialists . fall and spring’
’ School principals, teachers ’ .
a. What has been the rolgfgj,cent al and_specialists = o Survey of resource, reading,
T office, area offices, and schogls and media specialists - winter
) in managing implementation? o . ;
, 0 What guidance has been provided on ' ' . Interview "of area supervisor
o the implementation process by . ’ and teacher specialist -~ fall.
‘central office staff? ' ’ T
0 What procedures have been" eveloped . : © ' Survey of teachers in Grades
, by area staff to monitor implemen- ’ "2, 3,5, and 6 ~ winter
. tation? . L \ . 3
V) 0 What is the degree of administra- 4 ‘
. tive support and priority’' given ) , : D)
: by areas and principals to
’ implementation? ) ’ . ’
b. Has adequate- planning for program ok . .
implementation occurred? . - ‘ . .
o Does the school have a clear plan ' . “
for implementation of IPR/LA? . ' Co. .
o Do school staff ,understand the S v
plan and the goals for the 1982- ’ g
83 school year’ . . . )
o—Do—staff-understand—the degree to - - cooo s e e ST T T ) T
which IPR/LA matches their previous ' : . :
. philosophy or plan for instruction? . | Y, o
0 Who was involved in developing this
plan at the school ‘gnd area levels? . “ ‘ ‘ . i -
o What supports-have been provided by ! ' jﬂg
i , the area and central offices for’ : . . ; '
program planning? ' . ! . ’ >
‘ ‘ . .
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ATTACHMENP 1 (CONTINUED)

>

2
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLFCTION .PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF ELFMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

‘

4

QUESTION 1:

HOW WELL IS THE IPR/LA BEING IMPLEMENTED? (CONTINUED)

- ISSUE

L RESPONDENT

PROCEDURES

c. Are sufficient in-service training
and staff development being provided?
o How muych training has been
Lanned/provided and in which
areas?

R "o When has traInIng been provia d7

o Who has provided the resources ,
for this training? ,

o \Who determined the content of the
training? ' ‘

o What has been the role of the area
and central office staff?

o How does the content of this train-
ing match the school's implementa-
tion plan?

2. Are sufficient curricular resources/

support materials available?

a. Are the core books available to

.teachers? Are additional trade-

books available? ¢

b. Are the criterion referenced and

. novel tests available?

c. Are the forms charts available?

d. Are the instructional guides
available?

e. Are observational checklists
available?

f. Have these supports been provided
in a timely manner?

g. Have they been provided thrOugh
MCPS resources?

1

kL

School principals, teachers,
and specialists

3

-

Area supervisors of elementary
instruction

¥ - =

As described above, surveys and
interviews

5 - v
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ATTACHMENT 1 (CONTINUED)

[
;

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROdEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

_ QUESTION 2: WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS IPR/LA INPLEMENTATIbN ON READING INSTRUCTION?

-

ISSUE

RESPONDENT .

PROCEDYRES

1. To what extent does reading instruction
evidence use of IPR/LA?
a. Are the special materials/support
being.used?

0 Are the core books being used?

o How much time is spent on
alternative types of reading .
materials-tradebooks, basal
readers, newspapers, drama,
workbooks?

o Are the criterion referenced

. tests being used?

o Are the forms charts being used?

o Are the observational checklists
used? . C

o

b. What is emphasized instructionally
and how do instructional emphases
differ with varying years of
experience with IPR/LA?

,» 0 How much time are students given

,to read?

0 How much time do students spend
reading in context?

o How much time is spent on com-
prehension skills?

o o what 'extent’ is discussion
utilized?

o Are students' knowledge and
background experiences used?

' "

52

7

School principals, teachers, resource,
reading, and media specialists
Classroom observations

As _described above for inter-
views and surveys

Snapshot and in~depth observar‘

tions of instruction in Grades

. ;Iga,n,d,,é - fall, winter, spring . .

Winter, spring

¥

Teacher. logs of in8truction and
materials kept during
periods of observation

-




ATTAQﬂg;NT 1 (CONTINUED)

~

. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

.

QUESTION 2: WHAT ARE THE EFFEC?S IPR/LA IMPLEMENTATION ON READING INSTRUCTION? (CONTINUED)

ISSUE » ’ RESPONDENT PROCEDURES
0 How much time is spent working e
in groups? Individually? ’
0 How much time do students spend , '
in teacher directed instruction?
© Are the language arts (reading, ~ ’ -
listening, writing and speaking)
integrated for instruction?
o Is there a variety of forms of
discourse used? : ‘o ) -

.« 8

7

2. To what extent has IPR/LA changed the School/principals, teachers, resource, As described above for surveys
roles of teachers, media, reading and , , reading, and media specialist and interviews
resource specialists. ~ LA .
a. What changes have occurred in the . N - .
allocation of time for reading Z . -
ingtruction and related activi- . . -
ties !

b. What changes have occurred in »
functions performed?
+  ¢. What changes have occurred in -
- other curricular areas ) i .
d. Do the changes appear to. be gy
transitory or long term? : ' N
e. Do the'changes place a reasounable
burden on personnel?

v A

¥

r]

D=

1S




. <
-
——

~ ATTACHMENT 1 (CONTINUED) i

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR THE éTUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

i : o

(LN

4, . .

_QUESTION 3: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF READING INSTRUCTION WHERE IPR/LA IS NOT BEING IMPLEMENTED?

7

_ ISSUE : RESPONDENT Lt PROCEDURES
1. What are the characteristics of ‘ " School principals, teachers, readﬂzg, As described above for ingerviews,
instruction? resource, and media specialists surveys, observations, and logs
- a., What kinds and variety of materials '
are used?
0o To what extent are basal readers . Classroom observations

supplemented by other materials
such as novels, drama, newspapers,
etc.?

0 Are criterion referenced tests X t,
being used? . ‘

o Are checklists or othec cecord-
keeping walertals used?

o How much time 1s spent on alterna- -
tive -types of reading materials?

o b. What is emphasized instruetionally? .
. 0 How much time are students given Classroom observationsg
to read?
' o How much time do students spend . ,
reading in context? ’
o How much time is spent on
comprehension skills?
o To what,extent is discussion
& utilized? , , T ‘
0 Are students' knowledge and back- - - ' \ ’
ground experiences used? et
o How much time is spent working in
. groups? Individually? ' i
o How much time do students gpénd %
in teacher-directed instruction?
#-0’ Are the language arts (reading, \d .
listening, writing, and speaking) )
integrated for ‘instruction? - ‘ p w

o . 57 |
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- ' ATTACHMENT 1 (CONTINUED)

{

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF iLEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

.
N s
o e . Lol

a —_ - -

—

WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF READING INSTRUCTION WHERE IPR/LA IS NOT BEING IMPLEMENTED? (CONTINUED)

QUESTION 3:
ISSUE RESPONDENT PROCEDURES =
f o~
o 1Is there a variety of forms of -
discourse used? -
2. What are the roles of the.media and read- (f
ing specizlists? -
a. What functions are formed by the )
media specialist? What part does he/
she play 1in the instruction process? )
b. What is the role of the reading . v : g
gpeclalist? To want extent does T -

he/she serve as a resource to the Y.
clagssroom teacher, as opposed to
providing direct ingtruction to
students? .
3. How is instruction provided to students of
differing achievement levels?

a., Are the same types and variety of »
materials used? .
. b. Are the same teaching strategies ~ ’ ‘
employed? ‘

c. sAre the testing procedures similar?
d. What differences occur in the alle-
cation of time to,various tasks?
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ATTACHMENE 1 (CONTINUED)

~

. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDUYES FOR THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

)L +

A
’

J
QUESTION 4: WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THE IPR/LA ON STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND LEARNING? , ‘ 15\;‘¢ﬂj
] ISSUE RESPONDENT PROCEDURES '
1. To what extent does participation in : Student test data ' Grade 1 oral reading test - fall -
IPR/LA affect student test performance? ’ Grade 4 California Achievement
o Does gtudent performantée on . *J Tests in Reading‘- fall
L4 criterion referenced—tests 1increase? ‘ . IPR/LA Criterion-Referenced
o Does student performance on Tests, Grades 1-6-fall* and
standardized tests increase? winter ) .
2. To what extent does IPR/LA result in School principals, reading, media As described above for
changes in students reading behaviors specialists, .teachers, parents and interviews and questionnaires
and uge of resources? gtudents
)
™ , 4 :
o Doxstudents use the medla center Parent and st&dent surveys - |
= more? _ . spring ’
o Do students read more outside of ) ‘ .
school? , )/ -
. . o Do students seek out a greater ‘

variety of mﬂterials?

3. WYhat is the effect of IPR/LA on Student ‘ Attitude Survey - spring
students attitudes toward reading?

¥
*According to IPR/LA program designers the adminisﬁration of criterion-referenced tests to first graders in the fall is
optional. : ‘ . :
- - - [
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ATTACHMENT 1 (CONTINUED)

RESEARCH QUESTIONS ANP DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY OF ELEMENTARY READING INSTRUCTION

o/

z

QUESTION 5: WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF READING INSTRUCTION ON STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND LEARNING WHERE IPR/LA IS NOT BEING
IMPLEMENTED? ‘ £
1SSUE RESPONDENT PROCEDURES

'1. What 1s the impact on test performance?

2. What 1s the effect 6F reading instruc-
tion on student behaviors and use of
resourcg§?

o What use do students make of the
media center?

0 What use do students make of
resources exterpal to the
school, such as the library?

© To what extent do students use
of a varlety of materials?

3. What are students attitudes toward '
reading? '

’

d941g

Student~test data

33

School principals, reading and media
gpeclalists, teachers, parents, and
students

A}

Student

i

As described above for assess-
ing the impact of IPR/LA on
student behavior and lzarning




~ -

ATTACHMENT 2

Sample Schools, for the Reading Study

[
-

-

) Yéé;gjiggiémehting Achievement Level

Curriculum Below County Above County Total
; ) Mean x Mean
Since 1981-82 Broad Acres" Potomac )
Maryvale Fallsmead
. Rolling Terrace Sherwood
From 1980-present Beall Seven Locks 6
B ; .Fields Rodd Cedar ‘Grove !
> Viers Mill Greenwood
’ fi‘
Prior to 1980 Poolesville Bannockburn 6
Clacksburg Laytonsville
‘ ~ Glenallan Kemp Mill
Nonimplementing Schools ° Bethesda 2
Farmland
Tatal : y - 9 11 20

462p/75
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